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DETAILED ACTION 

This is in response to the application filed on January 19 th 2005, in which claims 
1-18 are presented for examination. 

Status of Claims 

Claims 1-18 are pending of which claims 1, 8, and 14-18 are in independent 

form. 

Claim 10 is currently objected to. 

Claims 1-3, 8-9 and 14-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e). 
Claims 4-7 and 10-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

Drawings 

1 . The drawings are objected to under 37 CFR 1 .83(a) because they fail to show 
resetting and starting the request timer (Fig. 7 item 102) as described in the 
specification (pg. 6). Any structural detail that is essential for a proper understanding of 
the disclosed invention should be shown in the drawing. MPEP § 608.02(d). Corrected 
drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1 .121(d) are required in reply to the Office 
action to avoid abandonment of the application. Any amended replacement drawing 
sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the immediate prior version of the 
sheet, even if only one figure is being amended. The figure or figure number of an 
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amended drawing should not be labeled as "amended." If a drawing figure is to be 
canceled, the appropriate figure must be removed from the replacement sheet, and 
where necessary, the remaining figures must be renumbered and appropriate changes 
made to the brief description of the several views of the drawings for consistency. 
Additional replacement sheets may be necessary to show the renumbering of the 
remaining figures. Each drawing sheet submitted after the filing date of an application 
must be labeled in the top margin as either "Replacement Sheet" or "New Sheet" 
pursuant to 37 CFR 1.121 (d). If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, the 
applicant will be notified and informed of any required corrective action in the next Office 
action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

Claim Objections 

2. Claim 1 0 is objected to because of the following informalities: the word one is 
misspelled in "generating more than on response". Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 
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4. Claims 1-3, 8-9 and 14-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Berry et al. U.S. Pat. 7,023,876. 

Regarding claim 1 , Berry discloses "sending a request for status to a second 
computing device" as a exchange between systems to verify they are ready to receive 
data (col. 5 In. 56-66, Fig. 2), and "in case of no response [...] blocking requests for 
processing of data to be sent" if the handshake is unsuccessful data will not be 
transferred because no connection will be established (Fig. 1 1 ). 

Regarding claim 2, Berry discloses "generating a request for processing of data 
which causes the sending of the request for status" as establishing a connection prior to 
sending data (col. 5 In. 56-66, Fig. 2, 1 1 ), any data sent will inherently be processed by 
the other system. 

Regarding claim 3, Berry discloses "request for information about a network 
connection" as exchanging information about an exchange rate, this exchange rate 
information concerns network information (col. 6 In. 1-5, Fig. 2). 

Regarding claim 8, Berry discloses "receiving a request for status from the other 
computing device" as verifying if the remote system is ready to receive data by sending 
a synchronization message (col. 5 In. 56 - col. 6 In. 17, Fig 2), "generating at least one 
response to the request" as an acknowledgement (col. 5 In. 56 - col. 6 In. 17, Fig 2)", 
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and "sending the response to the other computing device" as exchanging information 
(col. 5 In. 56 - col. 6 In. 17, Fig 2). 

Regarding claim 9, Berry inherently discloses "requests for status and responses 
to these requests are received and sent using a first simplified protocol" because 
computers exchanging information will necessarily exchange the information according 
to some protocol (col. 5 In. 56 - col. 6 In. 17, Fig 2). 

Regarding claim 14, Berry discloses "application unit performing computational 
tasks" as an application program (106 Fig. 1), "status determining unit [...] arranged to 
send a request for status to the other computing device" as computers that exchange 
information to determine whether or not they are ready to receive information using a 
protocol layer (col. 4 In. 16-20, Fig. 2, 4), and "automatically block request for 
processing of data to the other computing device if no response is received" if the 
handshake is not successful (no response received) then data for processing will not be 
transferred (Fig. 1 1 ). 

Regarding claim 15, Berry discloses "an application unit performing 
computational tasks for another application unit when being requested to do so by the 
other computing device" as an application program that will process data that is sent to 
it (col. 5 In. 1-3, 106-108 Fig. 1), and "a status responding unit arranged to receive a 
request [...] generate at least one response [...] send the response" as a system that 
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verifies whether another computer is ready to receive information by exchanging control 
information (col. 5 In. 56 - col. 6 In. 17, Fig 2). 

Regarding claim 16, Berry discloses "the first computing device comprising: an 
application unit performing computational tasks [and the status determining unit of claim 
14]" as one of the computers participating in the handshake will have a processor and 
means of sending information to another computer (see claim 14 rejection above), and 
"second computing device comprising [claim 15]" as the other computer participating in 
the handshake (Fig. 1) also see claim 15 rejection above. 

Regarding claim 17, Berry discloses "computer readable medium [...] to make a 
computer execute [...] sending of a request for status to another computer" as a 
computer handshake (col. 5 In. 56 - col. 6 In. 17, Fig 2) this method would inherently be 
contained on a computer readable medium, and "in case of no response on the request 
for status from the other computer, automatically blocking requests for processing of 
data to the other computer" if the handshake is unsuccessful no data would be sent to 
the other computer for processing (col. 1 5 In. 41-50, Fig. 1 1 ). 

Regarding claim 18, Berry discloses "computer readable medium [to make a 
computer execute the method of claim 8]" since the method of Berry occurs on 
computers it is necessary that the instructions would be on a computer readable 
medium such as tapes or disks (col. 5 In. 27-38). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 6-7 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Berry in view of Bahl et al. Pat. No. 7,051 ,087 B1 . 

Regarding claim 6, Berry does not disclose "setting a time limit within which a 
request for status is to be sent and the sending of a request for status is performed 
when this time limit expires" however Bahl teaches sending a response at the expiration 
of a timer (col. 8 In. 59-63, Fig. 4c). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the system of Berry with Bahl. The motivation is to rapidly detect 
network failures. 

Regarding claim 7, Berry does not disclose "requests for status are sent using a 
simplified first protocol and requests for processing are sent using a second standard 
protocol" however Bahl teaches using a first protocol such as multicast UDP to send 
network information (col. 8 In. 29-45) and it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/521 ,71 1 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2109 

the art to use a different protocol such as TCP to transfer data once the connection is 
set up. The motivation is to transfer data reliably. 

Regarding claim 13, Berry does not disclose "setting a time limit for sending a 
response and sending the response when said time limit expires" however Bahl teaches 
sending a response at the expiration of a timer (col. 8 In. 59-63, Fig. 4c). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the system of Berry with Bahl. The motivation is to rapidly detect 
network failures. 

7. Claims 4-5 and 10-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Berry in view of Meah EP 1035709 A2. 

Regarding claim 4, Berry discloses "setting a time limit within which the response 
to the request for status is to be received" as part of the handshake responses must be 
received within a certain time (col. 4 In. 18-21, 400 Fig. 4, "Time-out" Fig. 10) but does 
not disclose "blocking requests for processing is performed if no response is received 
within the time limit" however this is taught by Meah as a system which stops sending 
data if no response is received within the time limit (col. 3 In. 5-8). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the system of Berry with Meah. The motivation is to rapidly detect 
network failures. 

Regarding claim 5, Berry does not disclose "the second computing device has a 
time limit within which responses are to be sent to the first computing device and the 
time limit within which the response is to be received is between two and three times 
longer than the send time limit" however Meah teaches setting a timeout that is at least 
twice as long as the send timer so that more than one message may be received before 
timing out (col. 3 In. 15-21). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the system of Berry with Meah. The motivation is to rapidly detect 
network failures. 

Regarding claim 10, Berry does not disclose "generating more than on[e] 
response within a request time limit without waiting for further requests" however Meah 
teaches sending multiple status messages to clients during a single timeout period (col. 
3 In. 15-21). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the system of Berry with Meah. The motivation is to rapidly detect 
network failures. 

Regarding claim 11, Berry does not disclose "the time for responding to a request 
is reset each time a request for status is received" however Meah teaches a re-settable 
timer that resets every time a message is received (col. 2 In 56-59). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the system of Berry with Meah. The motivation is to rapidly detect 
network failures. 

Regarding claim 12, Berry does not disclose "the other computer has a send time 
limit determining when requests for status are to be sent and said request time limit is 
between one and two times longer than this send time limit" however Meah teaches 
setting a time limit for responding in which one or more responses may be sent before 
the time limit expires (col. 3 In. 15-21). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the system of Berry with Meah. The motivation is to rapidly detect 
network failures. 
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Conclusion 

8. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Devine et al. US2002/0 103909 A1 discloses a system for resuming transmission 
after connection is lost. 

Bakshi U.S. Pat. No. 6,457,054 B1 discloses a system for reducing latency in a 
network. 

Verkler et al. U.S. Pat. No. 6,157,941 discloses a system that stops sending 
messages after a period of time. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jason Recek whose telephone number is (571) 270- 
1975. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon - Thurs 7:30am-5:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Frantz Coby can be reached on (571) 272-4017. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 




Jason Recek 
7/07/07 
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